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Abstract: ăis paper examines the diﬀerences and similarities in residential movement patterns and
motivations among young households (respondents under the age of 50), pre-elderly households (age
50–64) and elderly households (age 65 and over) in Franklin County, the central county of the Colum-
bus, Ohio metropolitan area. ăe patterns are mapped and the motivations and household characteris-
tics are explored throughdescriptive analysis anddiscriminant analysis. Most expectations are supported
and the pre-elderly are seen to be a distinct group with some similarities to each of the other two age co-
horts, but also with some unique characteristics and interests.
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1 Introduction
ăere is a long history of research on residential mobility based on the importance of acces-
sibility in people’s decisions. However, households oĕen choose their homes and neighbor-
hoods based on a variety of factors including preferences for larger and newer homes, the qual-
ity of schools and safety, rather than on accessibility issues such as the proximity of workplaces,
friends and family, and retail centers (Kim and Morrow-Jones 2005; OHRN 1994). Acces-
sibility measures are ranked as less important by most people (Kim and Morrow-Jones 2005;
OHRN 1994) and several studies have shown negative utilities related to commuting time in
residential location models (Levine 1998; Weisbrod et al. 1980). In addition, the life-course
model of residential mobility suggests that diﬀerent age groups with diﬀerent household char-
acteristics have diﬀerent desires for their residences, and that these preferences change over the
life course (Wenning 1995). So, even if one demographic group focuses on distance to work,
othersmight not, and the group’s own preferencesmight change with time (Masnick 2003). As
the demographic structure of the U.S. population shiĕs, we should expect changes in reasons
for residential mobility as well.
ăe baby boom cohort has had important eﬀects on American life throughout its history.
Now the baby boom is aging and entering a new life stage as itsmembers prepare for retirement.
Because this currently pre-elderly group will become a major portion of the elderly population
in the near future, it is important to understand its members’ current mobility and residential
location decisions. Despite widespread acceptance of the life coursemodel and its implications,
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and the potential importance of this pre-elderly group in that model, research on the group’s
residential location decisions has not received much attention.
ăis paper explores patterns of repeat home buying and determinants of residential loca-
tion decisions among the pre-elderly, focusing on intrametropolitan mobility using a survey of
repeat home buyers in Franklin County, Ohio—the central county of the greater Columbus,
Ohio metropolitan area.
In this research, it is assumed that pre-elderly people (aged 50–64), are still active in the job
market and thatmost of their childrenhave departed from their homes. Planning for retirement
may have an eﬀect on their decisions, and they may have begun to plan for some physical lim-
itations as well. In addition, they are at the peak of their earning years and are less constrained
by resources than other groups. All age groups probably have an interest in using their housing
or neighborhood choices to indicate the status they have achieved, but the larger disposable
incomes of the pre-elderly may give them more resources than the other age groups to accom-
plish this. ăese characteristics of the pre-elderly will aﬀect their residential location decision
patterns, and we expect to see that these patterns diﬀer from those of the younger and older
populations.
2 Literature Review
In the simplest formof themonocentricmodel developed byAlonso,Mills, andMuth, distance
to the workplace is a primary determinant in households’ residential location decisions, along
with land rents (Alonso 1964; Mills 1967; Muth 1969). Early research using this model fo-
cused on density, residential rent gradients and commuting distances (for discussions of weak-
nesses, see Cropper andGordon 1991;Hamilton andRöell 1982, among others). Several stud-
ies showed that utilities related to commuting timewere negative in residential locationmodels
(Levine 1998;Weisbrod et al. 1980).
Another body of literature suggests that amenity features such as good schools and low
crime rates are more important than distance to work and other accessibility factors such as
public transit availability and commercial activity accessibility (Giuliano and Small 1993; Kim
and Morrow-Jones 2005; OHRN 1994). According to the Ohio Housing Research Network
(1994), the major reasons for mobility (based on actual movement decisions) in Ohio’s seven
largest metropolitan areas are school quality, neighborhood safety, property values, and the
preference for a larger and newer home. Kim andMorrow-Jones used a survey of recent home
buyers and found that a variety of considerations play a role in residential location decisions;
these include housing characteristics (Ĕoor plan, quality of construction, and cost), community
characteristics (safety of the neighborhood and good investment or resale value), and school
quality (school reputation and quality of schools’ academic programs). ăey found that dis-
tance to workwas relatively unimportant. Krizek andWaddell (2003) addressed the possibility
that diﬀerent lifestyles may create diﬀerent demands or diﬀerent behaviors in the households’
accessibility-related activities and residential location choices.
One explanation for the variety of reasons for moving found in diﬀerent parts of the liter-
ature is that many authors assume that moving households are similar to each other and funda-
mentally want the same things. ăe life-course model, however, argues that at diﬀerent stages
of life, household characteristics and the roles that people take on can be expected to lead to
diﬀerent preferences about residences and places (Morrow-Jones andWenning 2005). ăat is
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to say, residential location decisions need to be studied based on disaggregated datasets in order
to understand the complexities of diﬀerent households’ decisions. For example, households
with children and relatively higher incomes tend to live in suburbs, because of a need for larger
houses, larger lots, and strong schools. ăis tendency is commonly accepted in research on sub-
urbanization (Filion et al. 1999). Most research on the elderly has focused on the life-course
model as it relates to the departure of children, retirement, widowhood, and other factors due
to the speciđc characteristics of the age. Rowles (1993) noted that older people want to live
closer to their children but still be independent in their residential location decisions.
While these diﬀerences between age groups are generally accepted, there has not been
much researchon the residential locationdecisions of thepre-elderly—the groupwhoarenearly
beyond the child rearing years and are planning for retirement, but who have not yet reached
their elder years. A few authors have brieĔy noted that the mobility of the pre-elderly (those
aged 55 to 64) tends to be stimulated by expected retirement rather than by work-force related
reasons (Bures 1997; Clark et al. 1996), tying them more closely to the elderly cohort than to
young families. Myers (2000), however, makes the point that all consumers of housing (espe-
cially newhousing)must dealwith amarket that largely caters to theneeds of family households
with children.
In the twenty-đrst century, increases in the size of the elderly population will be important
to the housing market. According to Walters (2002), 20 percent of the U.S. population will
be 65 or older by 2030. ăe mobility of the elderly is lower than that of younger age groups;
however, there has been a recent increase in mobility in preparation for retirement.
ăe baby boom generation has aﬀected the United States in many ways throughout its his-
tory. In addition, its members are (or at least like to think they are) redeđning retirement and
elderhood as they reach that stage of life (see for example Ezell’s book aimed at baby boomers
titled Retire Downtown, 2006). Morrow-Jones and Wenning (2005) argue that those who are
currently pre-elderlymayhavediﬀerent patterns ofmovement thanprevious elderly groupshave
had because this group of baby boomers has a diﬀerent historical context and is more educated
and wealthier than any cohort before them. ăey are accustomed to home ownership and mo-
bility. ăeir moves as pre-elderly people may be in preparation for retirement, or they may
simply reĔect needs for this particular life stage, with additional moves planned as people age
through later stages in life. Despite the potential importance of this group to housing markets,
research has neglected their residential location decisions and how those decisions might diﬀer
from those of younger and older cohorts.
Pre-elderly people are deđned here as those aged 50 to 64. ăey may still be (and proba-
bly are) active in the job market, but retirement expectations may have started to aﬀect their
mobility decisions. ăeir children have already departed or begun to depart from their homes.
ăey may recognize the need for a smaller or more age-friendly house, or they may have other
priorities at this point. ăe house price itself may not be of much concern because they are at
the peak of their earning years. However, their housing or neighborhood choices will indicate
the lifestyle they have adopted during their current stage of life and the status that they have
achieved. ăese characteristics of the pre-elderly cause their patterns of residential location to
diﬀer from those projected by generalized theories of residential location.
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3 Hypotheses andMethodology
3.1 Hypotheses
Akey hypothesis of this research is that certain issues will bemore or less important to diﬀerent
age groups of home buyers. A model with an emphasis on distance to work will have the best
đt for the youngest group (those in which the respondent is under 50 years old). ăis group
will be muchmore likely to have school-age children in their homes and will therefore be more
concerned with school quality and reputation and with other factors that are believed to create
good conditions for children, such as large houses and yards, little local traﬃc, safe neighbor-
hoods, and neighbors with high economic status. Because home buyers in this group are almost
certainly in the labor force, they will be concerned with the length and cost of their commutes
as well as with traﬃc conditions. Most homeowners in this group will be in intact marriages
and in many cases there will be two workers as well as children in the household. ăus both
time and money will be constraints on their activities and they may look for residential loca-
tions near retail centers, recreational facilities, and family or friends to lower both the temporal
and monetary costs of non-work activities.
As noted above, the residential mobility of the elderly has been studied, and this group is
generally thought to look for less expensive housing since their incomes generally decline fol-
lowing retirement. Having no children in the household and a higher likelihood of being single,
members of these households may look for smaller housing units. ăey may also be interested
in being near services and family and friends, but they have fewer concerns with work location
and commuting. ăey are concerned with safety, however, as the elderly may feel vulnerable as
their physical health declines.
ăis research examines the hypothesis that the pre-elderly diﬀer from the other two age
groups in this study in their residential choices and in the reasons for those choices. ăis group
was born between 1942 and 1956 (the survey was conducted in 2006), and while this does not
exactly match the baby boom’s birth years (generally considered to be roughly 1946 to 1964) it
clearly represents the older part of the boom.
ăe pre-elderly group in this research is expected to have the highest income of all three
groups, far fewer children at home than the youngest group, and a higher percentage of intact
marriages than the oldest group. ăis means they will be supporting fewer people on higher
incomes and thus have more disposable income than either of the other two groups. With no
children at home, their time will also be subject to fewer constraints than the youngest home
owners, and they will therefore have more freedom to do things they want to do, such as trav-
eling or participating in other activities outside their homes. Relative to the oldest group, they
should be physically more able to undertake a wide range of activities.
ăey will probably still be working and so will retain an interest in commuting distance
and other accessibility factors (unlike the elderly), but will be somewhat less concerned with
this factor than the youngest group. ăey will have relatively little focus on school quality ex-
cept as it aﬀects the investment value of their homes (and that will be quite important). With
the possibility of less time spent at home, they may have stronger desires for newer or lower-
maintenance homes than the other groups. ăis may or may not mean smaller homes, but may
mean that, on average, the group đnds smaller yards or easy-care landscaping more important.
Because of its resources, this group will be able to make residential location choices that “say
something” about their status and interests—though exactly what they want to say will vary
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from household to household within the group. ăe group’s physical health should be better
than that of the elderly, but perhaps not as good as the youngest group. ăey will also be aware
of their aging and may try to đnd homes that are age-appropriate (single-Ĕoor houses, for ex-
ample) and that will serve them well should they develop physical problems.
ăese hypotheses are aimed at describing the groups in general; of course, there will be ex-
ceptions within any cohort. To the extent that these expectations are borne out (and depending
on the speciđc patterns that result), a variety of policy implications can be drawn and additional
research may be called for.
3.2 Data
ăe data set used in this research is based on deed transfer records for properties sold between
October 2004 and April 2006 (18 months). Every sale of property in Ohio requires the đling
of a deed transfer form and these have been collated into computer-readable đles. ăe forms
list the names of both the buyers and the sellers, and these đelds were used to create a dataset of
households who sold one residential property and bought one residential property in the study
area during the 18-month time period. ăese households were surveyed in summer and fall of
2006.
ăe survey was sent to a random sample of households in the database and produced ap-
proximately 500 usable surveys fromFranklinCounty, a 22 percent return rate. Examination of
the returns indicates that they are proportional to the population as far as communities where
homes were sold, but that they slightly over represent the suburbs as a place to purchase a home.
ăis may bias the survey somewhat in favor of household types that buy in suburbs and their
particular reasons. We have noway of knowing about demographic biases in the survey returns.
ăe analysis begins by mapping movement patterns within Franklin County, focusing on
the central county rather than the entiremetropolitan area because the central area encompasses
approximately 70 percent of all cases.
Respondents were asked about their reasons for selling their previous homes and their rea-
sons for choosing their current homes. A list of possible reasons was supplied and respondents
rated the importance of each reason on a seven-point Likert scale, with 1 indicating “very unim-
portant” and 7 indicating “very important.”ăemain focus of this paper is reasons for choosing
the current home. ăe survey also asked a variety of questions about the households’ character-
istics.
A total of 505 cases were analyzed. Households were divided into three groups depending
on the age of the đrst adult listed as a member of the household: younger people (18–49 years
old, inclusive), pre-elderly people (50–64 years old, inclusive), and the elderly (65 years old and
older). Of the respondents, 297 (58.81%) were in the younger group, 131 (25.94%) were pre-
elderly, and 50 (9.90%) were elderly; 27 respondents (5.35%) did not give their ages and were
removed from the analysis. ăe analyses were weighted to reĔect sampling diﬀerences between
communities in the study area and some additional cases were removed from certain analyses
due to failure to respond to some questionsƲ.
Variables describing the households were collected in categorical form and some were used
in the analysis as dummy variables. If the education level (Higher Education) of the đrst adult
Ʋ ăe proportion of homes actually purchased in the communities was used to weight the survey responses so
that the survey proportions matched the proportion purchased.
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listed in the survey (assumed to be the respondent) is more than 16 years (B.A. level) the edu-
cation variable is deđned as 1, and if not it is deđned as 0. Income is a categorical variable from
$20,000 to more than $200,001, with a span of $20,000 in each category. If the respondent is
white the variable Race is deđned as 1, and if not it is deđned as 0. If the respondent is married
the variableMarried is deđned as 1, and if not (e.g., single, separated, widowed or divorced) it
is deđned as 0. If the respondent is widowed, the variableWidowed takes the value of 1 and it
takes the value of 0 otherwise. Lastly, if there are children under 18 years old in the household
the variable Presence of Children equals 1, and if not it is deđned as 0.
3.3 Methodology
In order tomap the spatial distribution of the pre-elderly’s residential destinations, we geocoded
502 of the 505 deed transfer records and linked them to the repeat home buyers’ surveys for
FranklinCounty. ăepreferred purchase locations by  code for the pre-elderlyweremapped
based on a weighted proportion of cases in the  code. Figure 1 represents the proportion of
all pre-elderly households choosing each  code in the sample. Figure 2 shows pre-elderly
households as a proportion of all the households choosing the particular  code.
ăe next section presents the results of tests for signiđcant diﬀerences in variable averages
between the pre-elderly and the other two groups. Most of the variables are in ordinal form;
however, the means and standard deviations still provide useful summary information to sup-
port comparison of the groups. Because these univariate comparisons do not control for any
other variables, discriminant analysis is used to explore the extent to which diﬀerent decision
factors distinguish between the three age groups of home buyers holding other things constant.
ăe variables used include household characteristics and the importance of reasons for choos-
ing the location purchased.
4 Results
4.1 Descriptive Results
Spatial Concentrations
Figure 1 shows the proportion of all pre-elderly households choosing each  code. ăe darker
the color on the map, the more highly preferred it is by pre-elderly people. Table 1 provides
information on communities mentioned speciđcally in the discussion. As can be seen on the
map, the focus population generally prefers areas in relatively suburban locations. ăe  code
located on the northwest side of FranklinCounty (43017) attracts a large number of pre-elderly
home buyers. Most of the area is within the boundaries of the city of Dublin, one of the most
attractive newer suburbs in the region, with characteristics including high median household
income, a moderate property tax rate, very good school performance, many employers in and
near the suburb (it is located on the outer belt highway), relatively high traﬃc congestion, and
newly developed suburban neighborhoods.
Another popular  code (43026) for the pre-elderly is located on thewest side of Franklin
County. Most of these homes are within the municipal boundaries of the City of Columbus,
which is the central city of themetropolitan area, even though the  code is relatively far from
the center of the city. However, the units are all located in theHilliard City Public School Dis-
trict (moderate school quality) not the Columbus Public School District. A third  code
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Table 1: Community characteristics
Median Household
Income (1999)
Real Property
Tax Rate (2005)
School Performance
Index Score (2005)Ƙ
Dublin
(Dublin City SD)
$91,162 101.11 101.6
Hilliard
(Hilliard City SD)
$69,015 114.61 97.2
Grove City
(Southwestern City SD)
$52,064 98.06 88.0
Columbus
(Columbus City SD)
$37,897 91.03 73.7
(Licking Heights Local SD) N/A 89.8
 Data from the U.S. Census Bureau.
 Real property (residential and agricultural) tax data basedon grossmillage. ăedatawere obtained
from Tax Data Series: All Property Taxes provided by Ohio Department of Taxation (http://tax.
ohio.gov/channels/other/research.stm).
Ƙ ăe school performance index score is a “weighted average of test scores across all levels and topics”
from the interactive Report Card Home (ILRC) provided by the State of Ohio’s Department of
Education (http://www.ode.state.oh.us).
 ăis district crosses corporate and unincorporated area boundaries, so it was not possible to cal-
culate the tax rate.
(43123) preferred by the pre-elderly is located in the southwest of the county and most of the
area is within the boundaries of Grove City and the Southwestern Public School District, a
weaker school district but a relatively low tax area. ăese three  codes show a high propor-
tion of the pre-elderly, but we should note that the  codes are preferred by the other two age
groups as well. ăe đrst two  codes are also popular with younger households and the last
 code with the elderly population.
Figure 2 shows the pre-elderly as a proportion of the total number of households buying
in each  code. It indicates the location preference patterns of pre-elderly people compared
to the other two groups. Figures 1 and 2 should be compared for a clearer analysis. Two 
codes (one in the northeast and one in the southwest of the county) had only one pre-elderly
household and no households from the other groups, resulting in the high proportions of pre-
elderly residents. ăose  codes are ignored in the following discussion. In two  codes
(43213 and 43004) on the east side of Franklin County, the pre-elderly make up a relatively
high proportion of the home buyers. Examining the exact locations of these units indicates that
these people purchased within the municipal boundary of the City of Columbus, even though
the  codes appear to indicate suburban locations. ăe area is characterized by lower median
household income and lower property tax rates, but also by safe andnewly built neighborhoods.
Some of these units are in the Columbus Public School District and others are in the Licking
Heights Public School District. Both of these districts show weaker school performance test
scores and school reputations. ăese areaswould be attractive to homebuyerswithout children.
A cluster of young and pre-elderly people in the center of the map (the light blue area just
south of the central white  codes) indicates new growth in the downtown housing market
and in a gentriđed neighborhood south of downtown Columbus. ăese areas are apparently
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Figure 1: Proportion of pre-elderly households selecting  code.
attracting somehomebuyers below the age of 65, supporting the hypothesis that somemembers
of the pre-elderly groupmove for lifestyle and status purposes, as these areas are expensive, high-
status neighborhoods for childless households.Ƴ
ăe data mapped in Figures 1 and 2 indicate that the pre-elderly appear to be attracted to
neighborhoods characterized by low property tax rates but possessing suburban amenities such
as safety and newly developed neighborhoods, with some preferring the high-status downtown
locations. ăe quality of schools per se seems irrelevant, as both strong andweak districts attract
the pre-elderly. ăe level of taxes may be important to pre-elderly subgroups with diﬀerent
income levels. Younger respondents tend to be attracted to areas with better school reputations
and concomitant higher property taxes.
4.2 Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 shows the characteristics of the three diﬀerent age groups in our survey. All three groups
are overwhelmingly white (a minimum of nearly 90 percent among the elderly). As expected,
the elderly are less likely to be married (46%) andmuchmore likely to be widowed (28%) than
either of the other two groups. ăe youngest group is the most likely to bemarried (over 81%).
Sixty-two percent of the pre-elderly are married and about four percent are widowed. Not sur-
prisingly, almost two-thirds of the youngest respondents have children under 18 living in the
Ƴ Additional spatial analysis shows that most of the school districts with high reputation and performance were
preferred by younger people, implying that theymay be diﬀerentiated from clusters of younger people in downtown
by the presence of children.
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43213
43004
Figure 2: Pre-elderly as a proportion of all households moving to  code.
household. Ten percent of the pre-elderly still have children of this age and none of the elderly
do, again supporting initial expectations.
Table 2: Characteristics of the three age groups (percentages).
White Married Widowed
Presence of
Children
Higher
Education
Younger 92.61 81.07 0.00 63.64 77.57
Pre-Elderly 94.23 61.50 4.04 10.42 63.00
Elderly 90.31 45.75 28.12 0.00 55.07
Contrary to the initial hypothesis, the pre-elderly group does not have the largest propor-
tion of college educated people among the three groups. Instead, the proportion with a college
education is inversely related to the age of the cohort. ăe same is true for income, although the
initial hypothesis of this research was that the pre-elderly would have the highest income. ăe
average income of the youngest respondents is $97,800; of the pre-elderly is $82,400; and of the
elderly is $40,600.ƴ A large part of the diﬀerence in income between the younger two groups
may reĔect the diﬀerences in the number of adults in the household (and thus the number of
potential earners).
ƴ ăe averages are estimates based on the weighted average category of income in each group. By category the
averages are: youngest group 5.89, pre-elderly 5.12, and elderly 3.03.
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ăe youngest group in the study also purchased the most expensive houses on average
($246,669), followed by the pre-elderly ($218,072) and the elderly ($179,552). ăe mini-
mum and maximum house prices also show the closer relationship between the young and
the pre-elderly than with the elderly: young minimum $66,000 and maximum $755,000; pre-
elderly minimum $63,000 and maximum $775,000; elderly minimum $43,000 and maximum
$465,000. ăe price-to-income ratios provide another connection between the two younger
groups: members of both groups spent roughly 2.5 times their annual income on their new
homes (2.52 for the young, 2.65 for the pre-elderly). ăe elderly households spent nearly 4.5
times their income (4.42), indicating the likelihood of a large downpayment derived from eq-
uity built up in their previous homes.
ăe average importance that each age group attaches to the diﬀerent reasons for choosing
the new home and neighborhood are listed in the next several tables. ăe variables are divided
into three groups: reasons for choosing the current house, reasons for choosing the current
neighborhood, and accessibility-related reasons, shown in Tables 3, 4, and 5 respectively. Re-
call that the importance of each reason is measured on a seven-point Likert scale from “very
unimportant” (1) to “very important” (7).
Where the age groups diﬀered in average importance of reasons for their choices, the dif-
ferences support our hypotheses. Relating to reasons for choosing the current residence (Table
3), the youngest group of households rate wanting a larger home as signiđcantly more impor-
tant than the other two groups, while the older a respondent, the more likely that wanting a
smaller home was important. ăe youngest groups also were more likely to want a larger yard.
ăe older two groups reported that desire for accessibility features in the home (things like no
stairs or wide doorways) and ease of maintenance were more important.
ăe youngest group, as expected, was signiđcantly more concerned about reputation of
schools, amount of traﬃc in the neighborhood and amount of parks and open space (see Table
4). ăese make sense given the large proportion of these households with children. ăe older
two groups showed less interest in these characteristics, whereas the elderly group was more
concerned about quality of local garbage collection and local police services.
Among accessibility-related reasons (Table 5), the importance of distance to work declined
steadily with increasing age, as expected. Distance to community recreational opportunities was
more important to the youngest group than to either of the others. ăe pre-elderly were more
like the youngest group in their concern with a move that would decrease their commuting cost
and one that would decrease the traﬃc congestion on their commute. In general it appears that
accessibility is not very important to respondents of any age in choosing a new home location,
with the single exception of distance to work for the youngest age group. On average for this
group distance to work rates as slightly more important than neutral (4.0), but not at the same
level as factors related to the size, cost or investment value of the house or the quality of schools,
traﬃc and safety in the neighborhood.
In addition to the diﬀerences between groups, certain variables were shown to be relatively
important to all three groups (with no signiđcant diﬀerences). ăese include size, cost and good
investment or resale value of the house as well as the economic characteristics, safety, and general
appearance of the neighborhood. Other factors were not very important, on average, to any of
the age groups; these include the desire for an older home or a more expensive home, lower local
income taxes and some accessibility variables including ability to walk to stores and services and
availability of public transit.
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Table 3: t -test results of reasons for leaving current residences (standard deviations in paren-
theses).
Variables Younger Pre-elderly Elderly
Age of the house 4.53 (1.68) 4.23 (2.18) 4.44 (2.52)
Wanted a newer house 3.15 (2.16) 2.84 (2.42) 3.09 (2.49)
Wanted an older house 2.14 (1.63) 1.82 (1.63) 1.55 (1.42)
Size of the house 6.08 (1.20) 5.99 (1.18) 6.03 (1.80)
Wanted a larger home 5.41 (2.11) 3.12 (2.44) 1.92 (2.03)
Wanted a smaller home 1.57 (1.45) 3.16 (2.54) 4.80 (2.83)
Cost of the house 6.10 (1.12) 6.06 (1.27) 5.69 (1.76)
Wanted a more expensive home 2.90 (1.93) 1.97 (1.78) 1.50 (1.37)
Wanted a less expensive home 2.00 (1.67) 2.61 (2.36) 2.95 (2.78)
House has larger yard 4.87 (1.97) 3.12 (2.31) 1.95 (1.89)
House has smaller yard 1.99 (1.62) 3.01 (2.46) 3.86 (2.73)
Quality of landscaping 3.70 (1.76) 4.11 (2.05) 4.28 (2.10)
Yard has mature trees 4.29 (2.01) 4.09 (2.19) 2.76 (2.42)
House has accessibility features* 2.04 (1.74) 3.86 (2.73) 5.52 (2.36)
Good investment or resale value 5.73 (1.40) 5.71 (1.75) 5.28 (1.73)
Ease of maintenance of house 4.30 (1.86) 5.63 (1.73) 5.73 (1.87)
Better energy eﬃciency 3.71 (1.82) 4.36 (2.11) 4.70 (2.49)
Bold indicates signiđcance at the 0.05 level in the t -test with the pre-elderly.
* e.g., no stairs, lower counters, etc.
5 Discriminant Analysis
It is clear that the diﬀerent ages of respondents are related to their diﬀerent household charac-
teristics. In order to see the degree to which the respondents’ reasons for purchasing their new
homes (controlling for other household characteristics) can distinguish among the three age
groups, a multiple discriminant analysis using the variables in Tables 3 through 5 was used to
distinguish between the three groups.⁴
Discriminant analysis is a regression-related technique in which the researcher uses a set of
nominal, ordinal, and interval variables as independent or predictor variables and estimates a
model to distinguish between the categories of a nominal dependent variable (Klecka 1980). A
stepwise model is a common đrst step in discriminant analysis (SAS Institute Inc. 2004). ăe
second step is then to recalculate themodel with only those variables signiđcant in the stepwise
calculations (Klecka 1980). ăis was the procedure used in this research; only the results of the
đnal model are reported.⁵
Discriminant analysis employs many of the same assumptions as linear regression, and this
is one of the reasons why logistic regression is preferred in a case of two categories in the depen-
⁴ Presence of school-aged children and whether a respondent was widowed had to be deleted from the model
because the elderly group had no instances of the former characteristic and the younger group had no instances of
the latter characteristic.
⁵ ăe full set of analyses are available from the authors. Weighted values are as follows. N=448; Total Frequency:
Younger People=263, Pre-Elderly=111, Elderly=47
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Table 4: t -test results of reasons for choosing current neighborhoods (standard deviations in
parentheses).
Variables Younger Pre-elderly Elderly
Reputation of schools 5.09 (2.19) 3.23 (2.41) 2.97 (2.58)
Traﬃc in the neighborhood 5.13 (1.63) 4.37 (2.00) 4.32 (2.17)
Economic characteristics of the neighbor-
hood
5.18 (1.55) 5.01 (1.92) 5.06 (1.81)
Racial composition of the neighborhood 3.33 (1.76) 3.23 (2.10) 3.22 (2.35)
Safety of the neighborhood 5.81 (1.33) 5.66 (1.70) 5.85 (2.17)
Property taxes 4.23 (1.60) 4.24 (1.92) 4.68 (2.14)
Lower local income taxes 2.61 (1.73) 2.63 (2.01) 2.91 (2.51)
Quality of local garbage collection 3.35 (1.76) 3.30 (1.99) 4.25 (2.53)
Quality of local police services 4.25 (1.88) 4.72 (2.08) 5.09 (2.20)
Quality of local road maintenance 4.00 (1.85) 4.33 (2.05) 4.51 (2.57)
ăe amount of parks and open space 4.03 (1.94) 3.33 (2.06) 3.00 (2.19)
General appearance of neighborhood 5.78 (1.32) 5.58 (1.83) 5.72 (1.84)
Bold indicates signiđcance at the 0.05 level in the t -test with the pre-elderly.
dent variable. However, with three categories of people who do not have a choice about which
category they fall into (unlike the situation involved in choosing among transportation modes,
for example), multiple discriminant analysis is the preferred technique. Fortunately, there is
signiđcant evidence that discriminant analysis is a relatively robust technique even when its
assumptions are not completely met (Klecka 1980; Lachenbruch 1975). Klecka (1980) sug-
gests that the best check on the impact of violations of the assumptions is an examination of
the percentage correctly classiđed by the estimated model; if this percentage is relatively high,
the violation of the assumptions was probably minor, though results should still be interpreted
with caution. ăe percentage correctly classiđed is considered in the discussion of the results
of the discriminant analysis.
Tables 6 and 7 present the results of this eﬀort to distinguish among these three age groups.
Multiple discriminant analysis produces discriminant functions todistinguish among the groups.
It produces one fewer function than there are groups, but only those that are statistically sig-
niđcant are used in the analysis. In this case, the two functions (for three groups) are both
signiđcant and are discussed below. Each group’s cases are used to calculate a mean for that
group on each function and these are listed in Table 6. On Function 1, the two older groups
have negative means and the youngest group has a positive mean, indicating that this function
will best distinguish between the young and the other two groups. ăe means on Function 2
indicates that it will be better at distinguishing the two older groups from each other (the oldest
group’s mean is negative and the pre-elderly mean is positive).
Table 7 lists the coeﬃcients from the discriminant functions. Note that the analysis indi-
cates which variables distinguish among the age groups based on the self-reported importance
of each independent variable (and on income, the only household characteristic that distin-
guished among the groups). ăus, a variable that is not signiđcant may have been very impor-
tant to all three groups, not important at all to all three groups or moderately important to
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Table 5: t -test results of accessibility-related measures (standard deviations in parentheses).
Variables Younger Pre-elderly Elderly
Distance to work 4.04 (2.04) 3.23 (2.23) 1.38 (1.47)
Distance to family and/or friends 3.86 (2.00) 3.81 (2.27) 3.63 (2.78)
Wanted to be closer to more desirable shop-
ping areas
2.83 (1.75) 2.66 (1.86) 3.04 (2.46)
Community recreational opportunities 3.62 (1.90) 2.83 (1.93) 2.81 (2.21)
Decreased my commuting cost 2.56 (1.86) 2.46 (2.00) 1.33 (1.24)
Less traﬃc congestion on my new commute 2.70 (1.88) 2.79 (2.13) 1.30 (1.13)
Availability of public transit 1.87 (1.43) 1.61 (1.31) 2.22 (2.16)
Ability to walk to stores and services 2.69 (2.02) 2.58 (2.01) 2.48 (2.41)
Bold indicates signiđcance at the 0.05 level in the t -test with the pre-elderly.
all three groups—but the groups did not diﬀer signiđcantly in the importance they assigned
to the item. ăe majority of the characteristics of the house, the neighborhood, and access to
diﬀerent destinations proved to be equally important, on average, to all three groups; that is,
these characteristics do not appear in the discriminant functions because their coeﬃcients were
insigniđcant. ăese include items known to rank relatively high, such as size of the house, good
investment or resale value, safety of the neighborhood, economic characteristics of the neighborhood,
and general appearance of the neighborhood. ăey also include items that ranked relatively low
for all groups, such as lower local income taxes and ability to walk to stores and services.
Table 6: Means of the discriminant functions.
Function 1 Function 2
Younger 0.8739 -0.1206
Pre-Elderly -0.9348 0.5792
Elderly -2.6909 -0.6978
Function 1 in Table 7 indicates those items that diﬀerentiate the young from the other two
groups (holding the other variables constant). Items more important to the youngest group
includewanting a larger house, distance to work, reputation of schools, a house with a larger yard,
availability of public transit, and cost of the house. Income also diﬀerentiated this group from
the older groups, with the youngest group having the highest incomes. Note that the model
is standardized so the coeﬃcients can be compared to each other. ăus the most important
item is distance to work. ăis supports the hypothesis that accessibility of work places would
be an important issue for the youngest group of home buyers, and explains why some previous
researchers have found this to be a continuing factor in home buyer decisions while others have
not. ăis đnding also supports an argument for mobility studies that subdivide the population
into meaningful groups.
Variables that were more important to the combined older group include house has acces-
sibility features such as no stairs or wide doorways (the most important), ease of maintenance
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Table 7: Standardized canonical discriminant function coeﬃcients.
Variable Function 1 Function 2
Wanted a larger home 0.4266 -0.3338
House has accessibility features -0.4513 -0.111
Distance to work 0.5169 0.2217
Reputation of schools 0.3151 -0.2621
Income 0.2563 0.4743
Ease of maintenance of house -0.0345 0.4677
Quality of local garbage collection -0.1478 -0.4208
House has larger yard 0.3331 0.0992
Quality of landscaping -0.0736 0.4916
Availability of public transit 0.1303 -0.2868
Cost of the house 0.2185 0.1386
Quality of local police service -0.2892 0.1818
Adjusted Canonical Correlation 0.7652 0.3323
Approximate F Value 24.03 5.67
Degrees of Freedom (N/D) 24/840 11/421
Pr>F <0.0001 <0.0001
(the least important to the combined older groups), quality of local garbage collection, quality
of landscaping and quality of local police services.
Function 2 is most useful for distinguishing the pre-elderly (positive mean on the func-
tion) from the elderly (negative mean on the function). ăis function should be interpreted
cautiously because of the relatively small sample size of the elderly group. Nonetheless, there
are some interesting results. ăe elderly weremore interested (all other things equal) in a larger
home with accessibility features (the accessibility features in the house were the least important
items in the model), school reputation, quality of local garbage collection (most important) and
availability of public transit. It is particularly interesting that the youngest (in Function 1) and
oldest (in Function 2) groups are more interested than the pre-elderly in public transit. Some
of the young may use transit for commuting purposes—its coeﬃcient was signiđcant, but not
high for them. ăe elderly had a higher coeﬃcient on this reason for home choice and it clearly
is more important for them than for the pre-elderly, perhaps indicating an issue that becomes
more important with age. Public transit service in the study area is mainly provided by đxed-
route bus service. In 2000, the local transit system generated 48.88 passenger miles per capita
(Wendell Cox Consultancy 2002). Local non transit commuting times are relatively short (av-
eraging 22.9minutes in 2000) and transit commuters average 55 percent longer transit times at
35.6 minutes (Wendell Cox Consultancy 2002). Fares for seniors are reduced and passengers
with an ADA identiđcation ride free (Central Ohio Transit Authority 2008), so transit may be
relatively aﬀordable for the oldest group in our study.
Local garbage service is another interesting item of importance to elderly people. Perhaps
the elderly are interested in services that save them from having to move heavy trash barrels to
and from the street. If so, communities may need to consider this aspect of serving the older
population.
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Function 2 indicates that the pre-elderly are diﬀerent from the elderly in their concernwith
distance to work, ease of home maintenance, desire for a larger yard (least important), quality of
landscaping (most important), cost of the house and quality of local police services. Quality of
landscaping, larger yard and cost of the housemay relate to the house as a symbol of social status,
as discussed earlier. ăe pre-elderly are also distinguished from the elderly by higher incomes.
People in this age group are at the peak of their earnings, in many cases their children are gone
and they are choosing a new home to conform to the lifestyle they want to have (or, at least, to
project).
One way to judge the quality of a discriminant analysis is to create a classiđcationmatrix by
using themodel to classify all the cases and then tallying howoĕen the classiđcationwas correct.
As noted earlier, Klecka (1980) indicates that the percentage correctly classiđed is a reasonable
check on whether researchers should be concerned about violations of the technique’s assump-
tions. Using the same data to derive the function and also to test the classiđcation will lead to
some inĔation in the percentage correctly classiđed. Nonetheless, one can examine the percent-
age correctly classiđed to see if it is greater than would be expected with random assignment to
categories based on the actual size of the groups.
Overall, 75% of the cases were correctly classiđed. ăe weighted proportion correct in a
proportional random assignment of cases would be 61%. ăus, the discriminant analysis adds
to our ability to distinguish between the groups. ăe classiđcation functions correctly classi-
đed 85.36 percent of the youngest group, 58.62 percent of the pre-elderly and 78.95 percent of
the elderly. It is interesting to note that the function was more successful in categorizing the
youngest and oldest groups and somewhat less so in the case of the pre-elderly. When the pre-
elderly weremisclassiđed, they weremore likely to bemisclassiđed as part of the younger group
(24.14%) than the older group (17.24%). When the young group was misclassiđed it was al-
most always as pre-elderly rather than elderly (13.93% as opposed to 0.71%). When the elderly
were misclassiđed they were split evenly between the other two groups (10.53% to each). ăis
supports our earlier đnding that the pre-elderly are sometimes more like the younger age group
and sometimes more like the elders.
6 Discussion and Conclusions
ăis research set out to discover whether the pre-elderly make diﬀerent residential location de-
cisions for diﬀerent reasons than the other two age groups and to explore the determinants
of these residential location decisions.ăe pre-elderly are deđned here as early baby boomers
who were between the ages of 50 and 64 (inclusive) in 2006. We were particularly interested
in situating this group in terms of the literature on the impact of life course position and the
importance of locations with good accessibility, measured in several ways. Comparisons of pre-
elderly home buyers to younger home buyers and elderly home buyers have largely supported
initial expectations—with some interesting exceptions.
ăe three groups share a general tendency to purchase homes in the suburbs or the subur-
ban parts of the city of Columbus (with the downtown exception mentioned earlier). Figure 1
indicates some diﬀerences (likely related to presence of children) and the potential for the city
of Columbus to be able to attract the pre-elderly and perhaps the childless part of the youngest
group. ăemost important reasons for selecting the current home for all groups related to size
and cost of the house, good investment or resale value and the appearance, economic characteris-
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tics and safety of the neighborhood. Accessibility issues are not especially important except that
the youngest group was more interested in distance to work when they purchased their current
homes.
Communities interested in attracting or accommodating the pre-elderly age group do not
need to worry too much about school quality. However the size and cost of housing remain
quite important to this group, and the importance of ease of maintenance to the home pur-
chase is also a crucial factor that diﬀerentiates them from the other two age groups when they
move. Given the size of this cohort and its housing preferences (at least as seen in our data), it
is unlikely that the current housing stock will meet its needs. ăus new developments (or rede-
velopments) might focus on condominium situations where exterior maintenance is included
and the relatively higher density decreases the cost per unit. Lower property taxes can be an
asset in attracting this group as well and could be easier to achieve because the pre-elderly are
less interested than other groups in school quality. ăe youngest group, in particular, may want
lower taxes, but will need to accept a higher tax rate in order to obtain the good school quality
that it rates as very important.
ăe housing life-course literature focuses on issues such as the diﬀerent roles that people
take on at diﬀerent points in life, the transitions between life stages, and the duration of certain
roles (Wenning 1995). In light of those points, the role of parent has important implications
for residentialmobility, and the transition out of parenthood as children leave the nest opens up
other possibilities for some people. ăe results of this research indicate some of the diﬀerences
between the youngest group (most of those with school aged children present in this sample)
and those who have moved to the next life state, the pre-elderly. However, this research has
also shown the pre-elderly share some characteristics with the youngest group of home buyers
in that they have relatively high incomes, and their housing choices are characterized by similar
house prices and price-to-income ratios.
ăe expectation of the role of “elder with the possibility of physical problems” may lead
people in the pre-elderly group to look for housing with more accessibility features and lower
maintenance requirements. ăe pre-elderly are more like the elderly in that they have relatively
little concern for school quality (in fact, discriminant analysis indicates that the elderly care
more about school quality than the pre-elderly) or other issues that might relate to children.
In addition both groups are interested in owning homes with accessibility features, though the
pre-elderly group has signiđcantly higher incomes and pays more for homes, on average.
Interestingly, the possibility of being unable to drive seems to enter the picture for the el-
derly but not for the pre-elderly (as evidenced by interest in availability of public transit). How-
ever, neither group showsmuch attention to having shops and services withinwalking distance.
ăis attention to public transitmay indicate the duration of stay that people expect in the home
they just purchased. ăe elderly may already need transit or may expect to remain in the home
long enough that they will eventually rely on it. ăe pre-elderly may expect to move again or
to be able to avoid health issues that will force them to stop driving. ăe people studied in this
research have recently moved, so they may expect to move again as their life situation changes.
ăe pre-elderly result may also reĔect the very high value placed on personal automobiles in
the U.S.; people may be willing to consider some physical diminishment of their abilities, but
it appears that most are not thinking about the possibility that they will be unable to drive.
ăe pre-elderly also have a distinct set of concerns of their own based around lifestyle is-
sues, as illustrated by their stronger interest in ease of maintenance of their new homes. ăeir
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smaller household sizes, fewer constraints due to children at home, and relatively large incomes
free them to pursue interests outside their homes and this is reĔected in a desire to avoid main-
tenance. Discriminant analysis showed that the importance of wanting larger yards and quality
landscaping diﬀerentiates this group from the others. ăese variables might be related to sta-
tus. ăe quality of the local police services relates to crime issues, but also to status and possibly
to creating a comfortable context for more travel (feeling that the home is safe because of the
good community policing).
ăe results of our analyses indicate that while the pre-elderly in the United States share
various characteristics with one or the other (or both) of the other groups, they are a niche
market of their own. Communities might be interested in targeting this group because of its
relative wealth and low demands on local services. ăis age group purchases relatively high-end
housing and they are diﬀerentiated from the other age groups by the importance of easy-care
housing and high-quality landscaping. ăey are looking for lifestyle amenities, but our survey
results do not allow us to say exactly what those amenities are. For some, the amenity may be
the “fountain of youth” of urban living, as Ezell (2006) argues. For others, important amenities
may include a new suburban estate with all yard care hired out or a beautifully landscaped golf
course community where the homeowners’ association takes care of all maintenance. ăese are
among the details that need further research. Others include the group’s expectations about
future mobility, the role of transportation for an aging population, and the extent to which the
pre-elderly group’s higher income will persist into its retirement years. In addition, all three
age groups should be disaggregated in additional ways (e.g. by income, race, and location) to
gain more understanding of the diﬀerent subgroups within these categories. Whatever such
research might show about the diﬀerent portions of the pre-elderly group, it is an important
submarket that diﬀers in signiđcant ways from both younger and older home buyers. It will be
interesting to follow their movement into the retirement years to see how their new life roles
aﬀect their choices and to track the implications of those choices for a host of issues ranging
from community development to housing markets to transportation.
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